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Disposition of Claims 

4) IEI Claim(s) 1.7,12-19,21-27 and 29 is/are pending in the application. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This Office Action is responsive to the Amendment filed on 01/05/07 



2. 



Claims 1,7, 12-19, 21-27, and 29 are pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1,7, 21-22, 24-25, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ezekiel et al ("Ezekiel", USP 5625783) and Richardson et al 
("Richardson", USP 5809247). 

Regarding claim 1 , Ezekiel teaches a software module stored on a machine 
readable medium for programming a graphical user interface (software of the system, 
col 5, lines 23-36), responsive to functionality information supplied or retrieved from an 
application or applet (new software components are added to an existing program; col 
3, lines 16-18), the software capable of modifying the graphical user interface when a 
new application is launched (rebuilt menu; col 8, lines 43-46; Fig. 5), wherein modifying 
the graphical user interface further comprises adding new functionality of the new 
application or applet to the graphical user interface (construct a complete menu; col 8, 
lines 48-58) if the new functionality does not already exist in the graphical user interface 
(col 8, lines 37-48). Ezekiel does not teach that the new application is launched as a 
result of navigating a web page. However, such feature is known in the art as taught by 
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Richardson. Richardson teaches a system for guided touring of websites (col 2, lines 9) 
and further teaches launching a new application as a result of navigating to a web page 
(application to render media) (col 2, lines 9-27; col 4, lines 27-57). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teaching of Ezekiel and Richardson 
before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the interface reconstruction 
method taught by Ezekiel to include launching the new application as a result of 
navigating a web page taught by Richardson with the motivation being to enable the 
users of Ezekiel's system to locate and view information on the Internet (Richardson, col 
1, lines 5-9). 

Regarding claim 7, Ezekiel teaches a shared graphical user interface (user 
interface menu; col 3, lines 11-13) capable of control of a plurality of computer 
applications or applets, the shared graphical user interface being defined and redefined 
as different applications or applets are launched (dynamically reconstruct user interface 
menu when a new window is selected, opened, or become active; col 3, lines 22-36), by 
receiving information from the applets or from the software designed to retrieve the 
functionality of the applications or applets (commands appropriate for current active 
window, col 4, lines 20-26), wherein redefining the shared the graphical user interface 
further comprises adding new functionality of the new applications or applets to the 
shared graphical user interface (recreates the menu bar, col 4, lines 20-26) if the new 
functionality does not already exist in the shared graphical user interface (col 8, lines 
37-48; Fig. 5 and Fig. 7). Ezekiel does not teach that the new application is launched as 
a result of navigating a web page. However, such feature is known in the art as taught 
by Richardson. Richardson teaches a system for guided touring of websites (col 2, lines 
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9) and further teaches launching a new application as a result of navigating to a web 
page (application to render media) (col 2, lines 9-27; col 4, lines 27-57). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teaching of Ezekiel and 
Richardson before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the interface 
reconstruction method taught by Ezekiel to include launching the new application as a 
result of navigating a web page taught by Richardson with the motivation being to 
enable the users of Ezekiel's system to locate and view information on the Internet 
(Richardson, col 1, lines 5-9). 

Regarding claims 21 and 29, Ezekiel teaches the new application is launched as 
a result of opening the new application (col. 3, lines 1 1-20). 

Regarding claims 22 and 25, Ezekiel teaches registering the new application for 
the functionality when the functionality already exists in the graphical user interface (col 
8, lines 2-11). 

Regarding claim 24, Ezekiel teaches that the functionality of the application 
(menu of the previously selected window) and the new functionality of the new 
application (add-on menu) are controllable by the graphical user interface (col 8, lines 
38-48). 

5. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ezekiel, 
Richardson, and Fujii (USP 6204842). 

Regarding claim 27, Ezekiel in view of Richardson does not teach the graphical 
user interface allows access to an electric appliance. However, such feature is known in 
the art as taught by Fujii. Fujii teaches a television system that accesses to a Set-Top 
Box (see abstract and Fig. 1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art, having the teaching of Ezekiel and Fujii before him at the time the invention was 
made, to modify the interface reconstruction method taught by Ezekiel to include 
accessing to a Set-Top Box taught by Fujii with the motivation being to enable user to 
access and use information obtained from the Internet (Fujii, col 1, lines 32-53). 

6. Claims 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ezekiel, Richardson, and Goldman et al (Goldman, USP 5644738). 

Regarding claim 26, Ezekiel in view of Richardson does not teach comparing 
each functionality of the applications with the functionality of the shared graphical user 
interface. However, such feature is known in the art as taught by Goldman. Goldman 
teaches a method using context identifiers for menu customization in window (col 1 , 
lines 7-11), the method comprises comparing context list with the context expression of 
the menu items to determine which menu items should be placed in a window (col 7, 
lines 4-7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teaching of Ezekiel and Goldman before him at the time the invention was made, to 
modify the interface reconstruction method taught by Ezekiel to include comparing 
context list with the context expression of the menu items taught by Goldman with the 
motivation being to determine which menu items should be placed in menus (Goldman, 
col 7, lines 4-7). 

7. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ezekiel, 
Richardson, and Matheny et al ("Matheny", USP 5517606). 

Regarding claim 23, Ezekiel in view of does not teach causing the application to 
be notified when a command is initiated to execute the functionality. However, such 
feature is known in the art as taught by Matheny. Matheny teaches a method supporting 
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change notification in an object based operating system (abstract), the method 
comprises sending notification to the application when a command is invoked (col 1, 
lines 65-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teaching of Ezekiel and Matheny before him at the time the invention was made, to 
modify the interface reconstruction method taught by Ezekiel to include sending 
notification to the application when a command is invoked taught by Matheny with the 
motivation being to enable all the applications to obtain system changes (command 
initialization) (Matheny, col 1 , lines 28-35). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 12-19 are allowed (see Action mailed 07/26/04 for reasons for 
allowance). 

9. Applicant's arguments filed on 01/05/07 have been considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the Richardson patent does not disclose a "new application 
or applet is launched as a result of navigating to a web page". The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Richardson teaches that in response to user's selection of a 
guided tour, tour operator provides user with a web tour viewer then connects the web 
tour viewer to the tour stops which are websites (col. 5, lines 3-4, lines 17-27) (i.e. 
navigates to a web page). Richard further teaches rendering corresponding media 
complements at each of the tour stops (col. 4, lines 27-57). As such, there must be an 
application launched to render the corresponding media of a tour stop (website) when 
the tour stop (website) is displayed. Therefore, the Richardson patent discloses a "new 
application or applet is launched as a result of navigating to a web page". 
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Applicant argues there is no motivation to combine the Ezekiel patent and the 
Richard patent. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the 
prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992). In this case, since both patents are in the same field of providing 
methodologies and tools for a user to locate and view information (Richardson, col 1 , 
lines 5-9) (Ezekiel's user interface menu provides tools to access and view information, 
col. 5, lines 7-22), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having 
the teaching of Ezekiel and Richardson before him at the time the invention was made, 
to modify the interface reconstruction method taught by Ezekiel to include launching the 
new application as a result of navigating a web page taught by Richardson with the 
motivation being to enable the users of Ezekiel's system to locate and view information 
on the Internet. 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kieu D. Vu. The examiner can normally be reached on 
Mon - Thu from 7:00AM to 3:00PM at 571-272-4057. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca, can be reached at 571-272-4048. 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned are as follows: 

571-273-8300 

and / or: 

571-273-4057 (use this FAX #, only after approval by Examiner, for "INFORMAL" 
or "DRAFT" communication. Examiners may request that a formal paper / amendment 
be faxed directly to them on occasions). 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). , 




Kieu D. Vu 
Primary Examiner 



